producing idiographic rather than nomothetic claims. There has been a sharp turn away from presupposing the cross-cultural validity of formal analysis, and an increased openness and sensitivity towards exploring kinship's local cognate concepts, whose particular logic needs to be worked out historically and ethnographically, through a broad spectrum of disciplinary perspectives. This openness and sensitivity, in turn, makes it impossible to refuse consideration of social structures metaphorically linked to those concepts, such as so-called "pseudo-kinship", including the spiritual kind.
Metaphorical conceptions of kinship

Pseudo-kinship
Pseudo-kinship is an anthropological term designating social relations locally named using kinship terms, but also locally recognized to fall outside the literal scope of kinship relations (however these may be locally constructed in relation to local concepts of biological relation). Such kinship is "pseudo" in that the metaphorical quality of the kinship terms used to describe its relations is locally and openly acknowledged.
However, as kinship, conceptions of biological relation, and definitions of metaphor are social constructions, subjectively understood, no precise, objective criteria are ever available to differentiate "real" ("ordinary") and "pseudo" kinship. Even if the boundary between "literal" and "metaphorical" uses of kinship terminology can be sharply drawn by social agents (a condition which cannot be presumed), close relations between ordinary and pseudo-kinship are likely to obtain, not least due to shared terminology. Thus, "ordinary" and "pseudo" kinship cannot be profitably studied in isolation; they should be considered together. But opening the door to pseudo-kinship entails inclusion of potentially far different, more variable, assortments of human relations which, though metaphorically related to biological ones, may be grounded in nonbiological ideologies.
The standard typology of pseudo-kinship, due to Pitt-Rivers (PittRivers 1968), differentiates three subtypes (without denying possible overlaps between them): (1) the figurative use of kin terms, which may also indicate a special status; (2) the attribution (rather than ascription) of ordinary kin status, often called "fictive kinship"; and (3) institutionalized relationships resembling kinship, which are therefore named using kin terms, yet which are recognized as being entirely distinct.
Both (1) and (2) are metaphorical extensions of ordinary kinship, ultimately grounded by reference to biological ideology. In (1) use of kin terms is merely an expression of attitude, not corresponding to any social institution, and not implying real kin status even as a fiction. Thus in many societies children respectfully address parents' friends as "uncle" or "aunt". Such uses are metaphoric, but nevertheless assimilated to biological relations, hence grounded in biological ideology. Likewise, in (2) kinship terms are metaphors supporting relations lacking independent ideological support; here the kin term is recognized as apt if fictional-the norms governing the way a fictive father treats his fictive son draw upon norms of ordinary fatherhood, because it is only the ideology of ordinary kinship that allows the fictive relation to exist. Again, such uses are grounded in an ideology of biological relation (e.g. in Japan Ishino 1953; Norbeck and Befu 1958) .
In (3) the use of kin terms provides a more distant metaphorical characterization of institutionalized social relations supported by nonbiological ideologies quasi-independent of biological ones. 2 Here, while the metaphoric use of ordinary kinship terms may be functional or strategic, the existence of the relation does not depend only upon biological ideology. But the use of these metaphors is often more than merely convenient, because such relations (as we shall see) typically exhibit complex interactions (symbiotic, parasitic, dominant, subordinate, competitive) with ordinary kinship ones. In parallel, there is a complex relationship between the ideologies (e.g. religious, and biological) underpinning two kinds of institutionalized social bonds. These relationships are played out in practice, and discursively via shared metaphors of kinship.
Because institutionalized relations of type (3) are not produced by the biological processes which help define ordinary kinship relations, they are frequently marked by institutionalized rituals, into which, unsurprisingly, the metaphors of kinship are also extended (and which are, also unsurprisingly, replete with symbols related to biological processes -death, rebirth, and the like). For this reason, perhaps, Pitt-Rivers names the third class "ritual kinship", though the name is not always apt (a well-defined ritual being inessential to the definition). It is this class which contains our "spiritual kinship".
It is tautological yet apt at this point to underscore the fact that human beings construct social constructions, which therefore appear (to the analyst at least) as more flexible than those structures presented by the physical world. Ordinary kinship is a construction grounded in ideologies of biological relationship, which ideologies are (somewhat) constrained by the biological processes to which they are related. The realm of pseudokinship, only metaphorically related to those ideologies, is potentially more diverse, a fortiori for pseudo-kinship grounded upon quasi-independent ideologies. We thus expect great diversity in the subspecies of spiritual kinship.
Spiritual kinship
Spiritual kinship can be defined as that sub-class of type (3) pseudo-kinship that comprises social relations described (or named, or invoked) using the discourse of ordinary kinship terminology, but grounded in a religious (metaphysical) ideology, which is quasi-independent of biological ideology, and therefore supports a quasi-independent set of social institutions.
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This is not to say that biological ideology and ordinary kinship do not come to bear upon spiritual kinship relations, but that spiritual kinship possesses a degree of independence the fictive kinds lack (which is why they are regarded as "fictive").
The notion of spiritual kinship is here introduced as an analytic term, deployed within the metalanguage of religious studies discourses, and its cross-cultural applicability cannot be presumed. However it may accurately apply to particular social relations in particular societies or religious traditions, including vertical relations metaphorized as parenthood, horizontal relations metaphorized as siblinghood, larger structures metaphorized as families, lineages, genealogies, and so forth. Indeed such applications are widespread.
Thus, for instance, Christian discourse features several varieties of spiritual fatherhood (God the Father; priest as Father; Fathers of the Church; godfather), and spiritual motherhood (Mother Mary, Mother Superior; Mother Church; nun as mother; godmother). Master-disciple relations in Hinduism (guru-sishyd) y Sufism (shaykh-murid), and Buddhism (äcärya-srämanerd) are all commonly metaphorized as father-child relations, generating extended lineage structures (see articles by Regula Qureshi and Charles Prebish). As saints, Sufi masters continue to maintain spiritual parent relations, though no longer alive in an earthly sense. Likewise, ritually established godparent-godchild relations (transformations of Catholic godparenthood), and Orc/Ätf-worshipper relations (metaphorized as parenthood or marriage) both figure centrally in Santería (see Mary Ann Clark's article). By metaphorical logic, spiritual "children" of the same "parent" are typically understood to be "brethren". 4 Unconstrained by biological considerations, such spiritual relations can be more dynamic and complex than parallel ordinary kinship ones.
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These examples also illustrate how spiritual kinship, enabling the metaphysical, broadens not only the range of possible relationships, but also of the kinds of entities which can be related. Metaphysical entities may be diffusely non-localized, or (at the other extreme) located at immobile geographical sites (e.g. saints' tombs, shrines), implying fixed points, sacred places in the spiritual genealogy.
As for Pitt-Rivers' third pseudo-kinship type more generally, ritual is often important to the construction and maintenance of spiritual kinship relationships. In all the above examples, relations are ritually created-or at least ritually maintained. The emotional power of ritual (especially its performative dimensions-music, movement, image, fragrance) is often critical for charging spiritual kinship relations with affect, thus legitimizing their metaphorical connections to ordinary kinship, by which they are further emotionally empowered.
Biological processes and relations, individually experienced, constitute an incomparable source of affect, exploited by broader social ideologies (political, economic, religious) to energize and incarnate abstract symbols via metaphoric transfer.
6 Drawing upon affect-laden metaphors of natural biological relationship (e.g. "fatherhood", "motherhood"), religious ideology channels emotional immediacy to formal belief, in particular to belief in the primacy and naturalness of key spiritual-social relationships. As Carol Delaney correcdy observes (for both religious and political ideology), ".. .because family and kinship relationships are felt to be natural, the imagery of the family used in other contexts helps to naturalize them as well." (Delaney 1995:177) At the same time, the religious ideology thereby also extends desired control over the biological world and its "passions". There is here an empowering irony: carnal flesh-and-blood systems of biological kinship marshaled to energize relations which by definition transcend the material world, and hence risk becoming impalpable. At the same time, biological ideology is "sanctified" by contact with the "higher" structures officially sanctioned by society.
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Such a model appears typical of symbolic-functionalist paradigms positing a homeostatic social system. However it would be erroneous to assume that biological and religious ideologies are wedded in a harmonious whole. Certainly a relatively symbiotic relation may exist (the traditional holistic "world view" of older anthropologies) in which case the distinction may be largely analytic (as, for instance, in the congruence between spiritual and ordinary kinship in Yoruban tradition; see Clark's article), but under many conditions (especially notable in new religious movements, but perhaps always), one observes a clash of spiritual and ordinary kinship (e.g. religious marriage restrictions, including celibacy requirements), an opposition entailing recognizable schismogenetic differentiation of distinct ideologies. Thus a kinship relation may simultaneously be a spiritual relation
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(as in the sacrament of marriage), be challenged by a parallel one (e.g. ordinary parenthood by godparenthood), or be opposed entirely (e.g. by religious ideals of "legitimate" procreation, or celibacy). Indeed one may hypothesize that the clash between institutions of social relations is both the inevitable sign and strategy of deeper ideological conflicts. Challenging ordinary kinship is a (necessary?) means by which the hegemonic social and political ideologies associated with ordinary kinship can be challenged or even broken.
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My intention is thus not to champion functionalism, but merely to highlight the sources of interactions between religious and biological ideologies, which may also become adversarial at the semiotic level. Indeed conflict may be the sine qua non of their conscious differentiation and emergence as distinct ideologies. Discursively, that conflict unfolds within the shared semiotic space of kinship.
The spiritual kinship relation which has attracted the lion's share of scholarly attention, among historians as well as anthropologists, is godparenthood, known in Spanish-speaking Catholic areas as compadrazgo?
Compadrado (and its cognates) is a form of ritual sponsorship (often formalized at baptism), entailing a triadic relation between ordinary kinship parents, child, and godparents, including spiritual kinship relations of co-parenthood (between parents and godparents) and godparenthood (between godparents and godchild).
Co-parent relations can establish alliances as close as marriage, binding participants for life and validated as kinship by replicating its taboos (e.g. on incest between godchildren) (Coy 1974; Gudeman 1971) .
Historical studies indicate a long-standing connection to the Church (Lynch 1998 When do spiritual kinship relations become generative? One may hypothesize two necessary (but not necessarily sufficient) conditions: (1) that spirituality (teachings, knowledge, wisdom, traditions, blessing, healing, power) is potentially embodied, located in a (holy) person qua person, and not only in sacred texts, institutions, and associated offices; (2) that this embodied spirituality can be (at least partially) transmitted from master to disciple through close spiritual relations (e.g., via face-to-face interaction, teaching, physical contact, rituals, dreams, substance sharing, etc.). These close relations (however conceived) may then become spiritual kinship relations, metaphorically linked to ordinary kinship. Such spiritual kinship is typically generative, since one's spiritual ascendant is then not merely a godfather {a la padrinazgo), but rather the very source of one's spirituality; the lineage is now perceived as a conduit along which spiritual value can flow from its originary sources. Spiritual lineages, transmitting powerful religious authority, are typical of mystical and discipular traditions, in which honorific tides (shaykh, guru, etc.) signal embodied spirituality. One of the best examples is Sufism's initiatic chain (silsik), transmitting the "holy power" of baraka (Trimingham 1971; Schmitz 2000) .
Normatively, such lineages are often simply unilineal, since religious ideology typically demands fidelity to one and only one spiritual parent. In practice, relations are much more complex than ordinary kinship-disciples may initiate themselves into multiple lines (but with different and shifting degrees of commitment), as a strategy of spiritual development, to consolidate spiritual standing, or to shift allegiances. Such disciples, as "children" of multiple lineages, may implicidy define "affinal" alliances between parent lineages.
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This phenomenon may also occur under conditions of globalization, considered below.
Spiritual kinship relations draw upon metaphors of ordinary kinship in order to transfer "natural" meanings constandy attributed to ordinary kinship relations-closeness, loyalty, permanence, powerful affectto relations grounded primarily in religious ideology. In this way, the norms of ordinary kinship are applied to spiritual kinship; thus one ought permanendy to respect, trust, and love one's spiritual parent or brother.
But spiritual kinship relations may also be conditioned by competing norms established by the religious ideology itself. These are key, 
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Ahmad ibn Idris's disciples (O'Fahey 1990) . Other times, adherents speak more generally of their tradition being "in the spiritual lineage of an earlier tradition, or as subsuming a newer one. Such spiritual kinship claims may be important strategies for legitimization, and hence are often contested, by either "parent" or "child" tradition. Such "legitimacy" is closely tied to that of ordinary kinship, in that it centers on the conditions for spirituallysanctified reproduction. Kent's article thoroughly explores the various possibilities concerning spiritual kinship amongst religious traditions, and concomitant issues of legitimation, for new religions.
Spiritual kinship and globalization
What happens to relations of spiritual kinship as a religious tradition globalizes?
The metaphysical character of spiritual kinship simultaneously restricts and extends the range of social relations it can encompass. Ungrounded in biological ideology, such relations may be all the more dependent upon regular social practice. In traditional settings, links with the spiritual lineage are frequendy developed and maintained via face to face social interaction and personal visits to sacred sites-hence constrained by physical and temporal proximity. But spiritual kinship relations are supported too by concurrent metaphysical practices (often via dreams, visions, or trance states) free of such constraints. In times of social dislocation, the metaphysical aspect of spiritual relationships perforce comes to the fore, perhaps supplemented by mediated relations via writing, and (more recendy) multimedia and electronic communications. Though it may also entail significant changes in the concept and practice of spiritual kinship, this relaxation of space-time constraints is particularly expedient during globalization.
Besides being neologistic (Merriam Webster dates it to 1944), "globalize" is rather vague, literally denoting merely the process of becoming global. More specifically, as used in academic disciplines, the term implies increasingly rapid and widespread flows of people, culture, information, money, commodities, or services, resulting in various forms (economic, cultural, social) of global interaction, interconnection, and integration. Globalization may imply hegemony (globalization of dominant formations, e.g. when used to denote "Westernization"), resistance, diaspora, and migration (most convergenti^, from the developing to the "immigrant" societies of the developed world).
It may produce homogenization, or heterogenization.
Perhaps because it is a neologism, globalization is often assumed to be novel. Certainly its academic vogue is recent. Yet, arguably, globalization Contemporary globalization, by contrast, features the rapid transport of goods and people, independent of the instantaneous transfers of information (including money), featuring the unprecedented power of broadcast media-all powered by (and supporting) radical technological developments. Today, the extent and rate of information flows is-for the first time in history-not stricdy proportional to their cost. All this has resulted in large-scale non-linear systemic instabilities. Contemporary globalization is thus truly global, discontinuous, disjunctive, erratic; everything has its Warholian "fifteen minutes of fame". On the other hand, in conjunction with pressures of Western capitalism and military might, contemporary globalization has induced historically unparalleled levels of interdependency and (therefore) convergence among political and economic systems.
As a clear polarization between global wealth and power (in the West) and its lack (in the "developing" world) has emerged, migration has increasingly flowed from the latter to the former, producing singular levels of multiculturalism, including new concentrations of adherents to nonWestern religious traditions in immigrant societies such as the US and Canada. Spiritual alienation, resulting from materialism and displacement, has also created a ready market for "non-Western" religious traditions to cross ethnic divides in these societies via conversion.
In immigrant societies, the old "cultural coherence" model of classic anthropology is particularly irrelevant, replaced by complexly intersecting, non-geographic, dynamic, dispersed networks of community (familial, ethnic, religious, generational, religious, class); conversely, individual identity is fragmented, layered, kaleidoscopic, representing multiple kinds, modes, and degrees of "belonging" rather than encapsulated in a "culture" label. Culture is further deterritorialized through mobility. As a consequence, social and cultural life has largely lost its former sense of rootedness in the land, becoming instead "rhizomic" (Deleuze and Guattari 1987) . With the rise of electronic mediation, important social relations and communities become virtual. Mobility and intermarriage mean that intergenerational cultural continuity is less assured than ever before.
Central to the four essays of this issue is globalization in North America, the dominant first world immigrant society, and quintessential product and producer of globalization, exemplifying par excellence the collapse of cultural coherence. This is not to affirm a center-periphery model with North America at the "center", because contemporary global flows are too complex to allow such a simplification. It is simply to affirm that immigrant societies of the developed world are an interesting place to observe spiritual kinship and globalization.
Under conditions of globalization, spiritual kinship can no longer presume physical proximity, cultural homogeneity, or stability. As migrant religious communities adapt to new social conditions, they encounter new biological and religious ideologies, and new structures of ordinary and spiritual kinship. Stretched across geographic space, deprived of face-toface channels of communication, but augmented by virtual ones, wrenched out of traditional environments and plunged into unfamiliar ones, the concepts, practices, and structures of spiritual kinship are necessarily transformed.
What happens to spiritual kinship as a religious tradition globalizes? The following six headings, while not intended to be either exclusive or exhaustive, cover a number of the most important issues raised by the papers in this volume.
(1) What happens when spiritual kinship is rapidly plunged into a new sodai context?
With contemporary globalization, spiritual kinship systems that had developed gradually in relation to a particular social environment are suddenly immersed (sometimes forcibly) into radically contrastive, heterogeneous, and mutable environments. Typically (and often for the first time), the migrant spiritual family will find itself a minority, juxtaposed with diverse concepts and practices of ordinary and spiritual kinship (see Clark's article), including genealogically related branches (see Prebish's article). Migration may dramatically affect spiritual kinship by altering demographics of the migrant spiritual family due to legal and practical constraints on immigration. Political-economic and social structures that had formerly supported spiritual kinship and its ritual maintenance may now be absent (and Qureshi's article provides an excellent example of the consequences). Issues of identity and self-representation come to the fore; adaptation is essential to survival, while continuity must be maintained.
(2) What happens as spiritual families and lineages acculturate?
Typically, adaptation necessarily entails some degree of acculturation. Conversion and intermarriage accelerate that process. In the globalized environment, diminished face-to-face interactions necessarily induce changes in the concept or practice of spiritual kinship, or its decline. With acculturation, spiritual kinship can no longer rely upon parallel ordinary kinship structures which may have served as normative models and symbiotic supports prior to globalization. Contrasting concepts and practices of both ordinary and spiritual kinship, newly juxtaposed, offer new opportunities and dangers to the spiritual kinship system. In extreme circumstances, new forms of spiritual kinship may replace ordinary kinship. Clark's article provides a fascinating instance of syncretic kinship structures in Cuba: dominant-culture spiritual kinship (Spanish-Catholic compadrazgo) is adopted and transformed within Afro-Cuban Santería to compensate for the slave-trade obliteration of ordinary kinship structures. However, with globalization to new social environments in North America inhospitable to compadrazgo and its associated norms, the balance is disrupted once again.
(3) What happens when spiritual kinship relations can no longer presume physica proximity?
Spiritual kinship must adapt to the diminishing of face-to-face interaction and the rise of mediated (especially broadcast, one-to-many) communication, due to global migration and social mobility. Lost are proximate relations to spiritual kinship's fixed points-tombs, shrines, and other sacred sites.
This situation may challenge spiritual kinship, threatening continuity, or transform it. Spiritual relations may become less personal, more broadly charismatic and metaphysical, extending scope and reach. At a distance, holy persons and shrines may take on a more idealized metaphysical character. Thus mediated by technology and metaphysics, spiritual kinship may shift from localized vertical structures to broader horizontal ones. Or the tradition may become more limited than ever before, existing only within the reduced scope of physical proximity. There may be perceived an inherent compatibility between virtual media relations and virtual metaphysical relations, both transcending ordinary time and space. Or they may be regarded as antithetical, inasmuch as mediation is unconducive to spiritual connection, and spiritual kinship may decline. All the articles touch on these issues.
(4) What happens when spiritual kinship crosses ethnic and linguistic boundaries in its new environment?
One of the typical effects of acculturation is to separate reproduction in spiritual and ordinary kinship; the latter no longer provides an automatic source of new adherents, threatening to depopulate the spiritual family. This trend is also ameliorated in modern immigrant societies, featuring rapid dissemination of mediated information, and a spiritual vacuum produced by social dislocations and materialism. Thus there is often a ready market of potential converts of contrasting cultural backgrounds. Spiritual families and lineages, formerly supported by shared culture (and language) as a matter of historical happenstance, are now faced with a tricky dilemma: whether or not to exchange cultural homogeneity for an increase in membership?
The dilemma in effect counterpoises historical continuity against claims of universality (and contemporary survival). To integrate culturally heterogeneous converts may weaken spiritual kinship, particularly when they move into leadership roles, as ultimately they must. Integration requires the development of more generalized forms of spiritual kinship less dependent upon ordinary kinship bonds, which may expose a de facto reliance on culture, and may devitalize links connecting the contemporary religious movement to its past and homeland. Yet to refuse to allow spiritual kinship to cross ethnic and linguistic boundaries is to renounce universal truth and value in favor of a more parochial cultural heritage, and possibly to allow the spiritual family to dwindle. The difference between acceptance and rejection of parallel convert-movements may depend on the degree to which the spiritual kinship tradition has already adapted to diversity, as well as the degree to which convert-movements have ¿verged from the original tradition.
Prebish's article provides a rich field within which to explore these issues, providing contrasting cases of comparatively conversion-open and closed Buddhism in America, and pointing to succession problems when converts take on central genealogical positions of leadership. Kent's article, contrasting Sikh and Hindu immigration in the US and their totally divergent attitudes towards convert-based offshoots (3HO, and Hare Krisna), is likewise most illuminating.
(5) What happens to the spiritual lineage as it is globally stretched from the homeland?
Beyond conversion issues, a tension arises between continuity and adaptation. Successful adaptation to globalization typically requires that strong lineal connections be maintained, while accommodating potentially contradictory developments at the globalizing frontier. Thus the spiritual lineage may serve as the globalizing tradition's lifeline, or as its noose. With increased emphasis on identity and self-presentation, the homeland, with its sacred sites and ancestral figures, may take on a hypersacralized character, particularly when globalization causes the homeland itself to be threatened. In such cases, the spiritual lineage is strengthened, though perhaps simultaneously idealized and spiritualized, since its linkages cannot typically be supported by face-to-face relations, and adaptation may be complicated by the need to support such lineages. Prebish's article underscores the key role of spiritual lineages within the Tibetan Buddhist diaspora as an instance.
On the other hand, acculturation and conversion may also weaken spiritual linkages to the homeland, stretching them to the breaking point, especially when priorities, agendas, and leadership diverge, producing newly competitive forms of spiritual kinship on the globalizing frontier. But restructuring spiritual kinship occurs at possible great cost: the globalizing portion of the lineage may no longer be generally recognized as legitimately positioned within the lineage at all (as in the case of some trans-Islamic Sufi orders). A possible compromise is to "short circuit" the spiritual lineage, reconnecting the globalizing tradition direcdy to perceived paradigmatic (mythic) sources of spiritual kinship, thereby enabling greater ideological flexibility by reneging allegiance to more recent religious history. Reformist Islamist groups {sakfiyyd) have frequendy taken this approach, focusing on direct spiritual kinship to an idealized distant past -the salaf al-salih ("pious ancestors", the first three generations of the early Islamic community).
Another eventuality of globalization is lineal ramification, commonly accompanying localized adaptation, and the development of different kinds and networks of face-to-face social relations in multiple locations; articles by Prebish and Qureshi both speak to this issue. In the North American case, a paucity of masters, combined with the power of mass media, may also cause spiritual kinship to undergo a process of horizontalization, gathering a broad spectrum of adherents under a single spiritual parent figure.
This latter phenomenon may also imply lineal convergence. In immigrant societies the unprecedented proximity of diverse branches of what is recognized to constitute a single spiritual genealogy offers a new opportunity-or imperative-to reunify, as a strategy for adaptation and proof of the tradition's universal value. Spiritual kinship plays an important role, since it is often easier to create social than doctrinal unity. Prebish's article concludes with the observation that organizations such as the American Buddhist Congress, seeking to represent all Buddhist lines, may promote consciousness of a single, yet dharmically diverse, Buddhist spiritual family.
(6) How does a new spiritual line legitimate itselfi
Adaptation cannot succeed without legitimation. The irony here is that legitimation typically requires connections to established traditions, which may limit the ability of the globalizing front to adapt, not least by rejecting its claimed connections. Change jeopardizes legitimation; its lack jeopardizes adaptation. This dilemma poses a particularly acute problem for new spiritual families and lineages, for which the twin necessities of novelty and legitimation naturally work at cross purposes. Here too convergence may also play a role. Kent's article perspicaciously discusses a number of relevant cases, including Scientology and the Unification Church, both of which attempt to legitimate themselves by invoking a wide range of older traditions as their spiritual ascendants.
* * *
This issue of Religious Studies and Theology was conceived in part as a forum for the presentation of research on spiritual kinship and globalization. The following four articles contribute decisively to the study of spiritual kinship. However they are not offered as constituting the final word on this subject, not even for the religious traditions about which they speak. They are presented as much to raise questions about the dynamics of spiritual kinship in a globalizing world as to answer them. Collectively, they highlight the breadth, diversity, and complexity of the spiritual kinship phenomenon. It is to be hoped that these articles, and this issue as a whole, may serve to stimulate further areal, comparative, and theoretical work on spiritual kinship within religious studies, as informed by anthropology, globalization theory, and other related disciplines. The ubiquity of kinship discourse within religious discourse, combined with the interdiscursive power of kinship as a "master metaphor" linking multiple domains of human organization, action, and experience, suggests that spiritual kinship constitutes an important area for future research.
Works Cited
Abu-Lughod, Janet L. 
Endnotes
Barnes himself recognized that the cultural construction of biological motherhood, and genetic motherhood, could scarcely differ, but the logical possibility remains (and is perhaps instantiated by surrogate motherhood).
2ßy "quasi-independent" I mean only to underscore the impossibility of the autonomy of any ideology (whether biological, political, economic, religious, or whatever) relative to other ideologies in the same society.
3 It is testimony to the tremendous metaphorical power of ordinary kinship terms that they are frequently invoked for political discourse and ideology as well. Thus the land is a "fatherland" {patria) or "motherland"; the "nation" is metaphorically linked to birth (from L. nasa, to be born ); its founders are fathers, and its citizens are brothers. The conceptual similarities between kinship, nationality, and religion were perhaps first noted by David Schneider (Schneider 1969 More properly, the word compadrado (sometimes compadrina^go) denotes coparenthood, while padrinazgo denotes godparenthood.
10
Political (patriarchal) ideology is involved as well. Bloch and Guggenheim argue that compadrazgo is a means by which male social authority is empowered and legitimized through the spiritual creation of the legitimate social individual. The religious authorities declare physical birth (associated with women) impure. The individual requires a pure and holy ritual rebirth to spiritual parents (via baptism), whose performance is controlled by those authorities. Their reproductive power is thus vindicated even as their domination is concealed as spiritually sanctified creativity. (Bloch and Guggenheim 1981) "I.e. the chain of "godfathers" is not a significant kinship structure. However transfer of padrinazgo to Santería has resulted in a generative godparent relation; see Clark's article.
12
Thus the Egyptian Bayyumiyya Sufi order gathers Khalwatiyya, Naqshabandiyya, Ahmadiyya, and Shadhiliyya traditions via the multiple affiliations of its 18 th century founder saint, Sidi 'Ali al-Bayyumi (Frishkopf 1999:353) , though Ahmadiyya connections are dominant.
